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hallowed hand; for when it thus struck at the
foundation of her life it insulted the word of God.
The position of the Free Church is not different
from that advocated by all who have accepted the
principles of the Presbyterian system. It is a
State of which the sovereignty is vested in the
General Assembly. It acknowledges no superior
in the field with which it deals. That sovereignty
is sanctioned by a right which even in high pre-
rogative times would have seemed to its adherents
a thousand times more sacred than its kingly
analogue.53 The sovereignty of the State over its
own concerns is not denied; but its universality
would never have been admitted. The distinction
between the societies must be maintained, other-
wise the grossest absurdities would follow.52 So
Chalmers can make his striking claim. 'In things
ecclesiastical/ he told a London audience in 1838,5S
4 we decide all. Some of these things may be done
wrong, but still they are our majorities which do
it. They are not, they can not, be forced upon us
from without. We own no head of the Church
but the Lord Jesus Christ. Whatever is done
ecclesiastically is done by our ministers as acting
in his name and in perfect submission to his
authority . . . even the law of patronage, right or
wrong, is in force not by the power of the State,
but by the permission of the Church, and, with all
si Of. Figgis, Dwwe Sight of Kings, ed. 2, p. 267.
52 Jus Dwinum, p. 42, quoted in Figgis, op. dt.r p. 275.
wLife of Chalmers, Vol. TV, p. 54.   Mr. Gladstone was present at
and deeply impressed by these lectures.   Morley (Pop, ed.), I, 127.